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Introduction 
The four-fold increase in incarceration rates in America over the past 25 years has had far- 
reaching consequences. In 2003 alone; more than 656,000 state and federal prisoners returned to 
communities across the country,' affecting public safety, public health, economic and 
community weil-being, and family networks. Thc impact of prisoner reentry is krther 
compounded by the returning jail population with its unique set of challenges and opportunities. 

Research in the last decade has begun to measure the effect of reentry on returning prisoners, 
their families, and communities. Two-thirds of released prisoners are rearrested within three 
years of release.' One and a half million children have a parent in prison.3 Four million citizens 
have lost their right to vote? Men and women enter US.  prisons wi,th .limited marketable work 
experience, low levels of educational or vocational skills, and many healthrelated issues, 
ranging from mental health needs to substance abme histones and high rates of communicable 
diseases. When they leave prison, these challenges remain and affect neighborhoods, families, 
and society at large. With limited assistance in their reintegration, former prisoners pose public 
-safely risks to communities, and about half will return to prison for new crimes or parole 
violations within three years of release.' This cycle of removal and retum of large numbers of 
.adults, mostly men, is increasingly concentrated in Communities often already deprived of 
resources and ill equipped to meet the challenges this population presents? 

In 2000, the Justice Policy Center at the Urban Institute launched an ongoing investment in 
prisoner reentry research to'better understand the pathways of successful reintegration, the social 
ana fiscal costs of current policies, and the impacts of incarceration and reentry on individuals, 
families, and communities. Over the past six years, the Urban Institute's reentry research 
portfolio has informed a broad set of policy and practice discussions about the challenges facing 
former prisoners. The Institute's research includes a range of studies, from rigorous p r o g m  
evalmtions to strategic planning partnerships with state and local jurisdictions. More 
specifically, the Institute's reentry portfolio includes the foliowing: 

Primwy Research. .The Urban Institute's cornerstone study is Returning Honie: 
Understanding the Challenges of Prisoner Reentry, a multistate, longitudinal study that 
documents the pathways of prisoner reintegration, examines what facton contribute to a 
successful or unsuccessful reentry experience, and identifies how those factors can inform 
policy. The Returning Home study has been implemented in four states, including a pilot 
study in Maryland and full studies in Illinois; Ohio, and Texas.'The goal in each state.is to 
collect information on individuals' life circumstances immediately prior to, during, and up to 
one year after their release. Returning Honze documents the challenges of reentry along five 
dimensions: individual, family, peer, community, and state. 

Program Evaluations. A large part of the Urban Institnte reentry research portfolio includes 
evaluations of reentry programs and initiatives. For example, with hnding ftom the National 
Institute of Justice and in partnership with the .Research Triangle &titUte (RTI), the Urban 
Institute is conducting a multiyear comprehensive evaluation of &e S&ous and Violent 
Offender Reentry Iniriative, a collaborative federal effort to improve reentry outcomes along 
criminal justice, employment, education, health, and housing dimensions. Urban Institute 
researchers are also engaged in individual evaluations o$ faith-based and other targeted 
reentry progmms. 
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.. 'Reentry Ktrui~ritabfes. The Reentry Roundtable is an .ongoing forum that brings together 
prominent academics, practitioners, community leaders, policymakers, advocates, and formet 
prisoners to explore the policy impact of various components of reentry such as housing, 

' health care, public safety, and civic participation. The goal of the roundtables is to develop 
new thinking on the issue of prisoner reentry and to foster policy innovations that will 
improve outcomes for individuals, families, and communities. 

Policy Reports. An important component of the U ~ i ~ a n  hstihite's reentry research port- 
folio also includes policy reports that synthesize existing research. One example is a study 
using data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics to examine the state of parole in America 
The study examined three major dimensions of the parole function: the extent to which 
parole. boards make release decisions, the population under parole supervision, and the 
issue of pacole revocation (the decision to send a parolee back to prison). 

Strategic Partnerships. The Urban Institute has engaged in several strategic partnerships 
with national organizations, including the National Governors Association, the Council of 
Stafe Governments, and the International Association of Chiefs of Police, as well as state and 
local organizations. For example, t h  Urban Institute is one of 10 partner agencies of the Re- 
Entry Policy Council, established in 2001 by the Council of State Governments to assist state 
government officials face the growing numbers of people leaving prison and jail and 
returning to the community. The Report ofthe Re-Enfry Palicy Council, coauthored by the 
Council of State Governments and the 10 project partners, provides extensive 
recommendations for the safe and successful return of prisoners to tbe community, retlecting 
the common ground reached by the Policy Council during a series of meetings. 
Scans of 'Practice. The Urban Institute has produced several scans of practice that identify 
and highlight prisoner reentry programs in the field. For example, as part of Outreach 
Extensions' ReeeTy National Media Outreach Campaign, the Urban Institute conducted a 
national scan of notable or innovafive reentry programs that address the needs and risks 
facing rerumkg prisoners, their families, and comm~nities.~ 
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This document provides an overview of some of the key dimensions of prisoner reentry 
and highlights the Urban Institute's original research across these ,  topics. In addition, it 
points to recent and relevant reports published by the Urban Institute.that provide more 
in-depth research and related findings. 

' Paige Ifanison and Allen Beck, Prison ond Jaif I~nolcs o/ M;&or 20042 Bureau of lustia Sfotisiis Bulletin NCJ 208801 
(WaFhin@on, DC: US. Depamnent ofkutin?, 2005). 

Palrick A. Langai and David LcviG Recidivism o/Prisonerz Releosedin l9PJ. Bureau oflustia: Stntisties Special Repon NCJ 
193427 (Wasliiogton, D C  US. Deparmient ofIustice, 2002). 

Christopher 1. Munola. lnrarcerared Pmnrs nnd Their Children, Bureau of Jutice Statistics Specid Repnn NCJ 182335 
(Wdingtoh D C  US. D e p w m t  of Justice, 7.000). 

Jamie Fellnw and M w  M w .  Tosing the Right to Voe The 1-t of Felony DiseaGanchisnnent h w s  m &e UNled 
Stntes:'The Sentencing Projea, Wmhwon, DC; 1998. 
,Langan ad Levin, Reudtvirm of Prironers Released in 1994. 
Nancy 0. Ln Vigne and V m  Kachoowski. A Parlrtrit ofPrtomr &BIT in M o & d  (Waphin@n, DC: The Urban Instilute. 

2003); Nanc). 0. La Vigne ami Cynthia A. Mamatian, A Poruoir of Prbaner Reenvy in Illlnoir (Waphineon, DC: .The Urban 
Iwtiture, 2003); Nancy 0. Ln Wgnz and GiUian L. Thoupson, A P m &  of R e  in Ohio (Washington, DC: Tho Urban 
Institute, 2003). 

Outside the. Walls: A Natiunal Snapsliot ofCommunit).-BaFCd Prisoner Reentry Programs 
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Housing and  Reentry 
Securing housing is perhaps the most immediate challenge facing prisoners upon their release. 

' While inany returning prisoners have plans to stay with family, those who do not confront 
limited housing options. The process of obtaining housing is  oRen complicated by a host of 
factors: the scarcity of affordable and available housing, legal barriers and regulations, prejudices 
.that restrict tenancy for th is  population, and strict eligibility requirements for federally 
subsidized housing. Research has found that ideased prisoners who do not have stable housing 
arrangements are more l iely to return to prison, ' suggesting that the obstacles to securing both 
temporary and permanent housing warrant the attention of policymakers, practitioners, and 
researchers. 

In an effort to understand the dimensions, of the housing challenge and how ir relates to the 
reentry process, the Reruw'ng Home study has examined the housing arrangements of recently 
released prisoners, as well as the relationship between these arrangement3 and the successes and 
challenges of the reentry process. In addition, the Urban Institute has researched housing 
programs for returning prisoners and the ways in which housing and criminal justice agencies 
can effectively work together to address the housing needs of this population. 

Recent Findings from the Urban lnstitute on Housing and Reentry - The majority of prisoners believe that having a stable place to live is important to 
successful reentry. Those with no housing arrangements believe that they will need help 
finding a place to live after release. In their prerelease interview, three-quarters of both the 
Illinois and Maryland Returning Home respondents sated that having a place to live would 
be an important factor in staying out of prison. Of those who did not have housing 
arrangements lined up in prison, over 70 percent reported that they would need some he@ or 
'a lor ofhely finding a place to live? 
The majority of returning prisoners live with family members andlor intimate partners 
upon release. Three months after release, 88 percent of the Returning Wome respondents in 
Illinois and near1 60 percent of  those in Maryland were living with a family member and/or 
intimate partner. Between 63 and 78 percent ofrespondents in Ohio and Texas anticipated 
living with. a family member upon release? 

* Many former prisoners return home to living arrangements that are only temporary. 
Overall, one-third o f  Illinois Returning Home respondents teturned home to temporary living 
arrangernent~.~ About one in five reponed living at more than one address after being in the 
colnmunity fir one to thrw. months, and by six to eigM months after release, 31 percent had 
lived at more than one address.6 Furthermore, more than half of Illinois respondents believed 
they woutd not be staying in their current neighborhood for long.' The Maryland Returning 
Home respondents reported'similar expectations of relocating six months aRer release, with 
over half expecting to leave their current location within weeks or months.8 

.e ' Housing options for retnrning prisoners who do not stay with family members or 
friends are extremely ,limited. Potential housing options for former prisoners include 
community-based correctional housing facilities; ,transitional housing; federaIly subsidized 
and administered housing; homeless assistance supportive housing, serviceenhanced 
housing, and special needs housing supported through HUD; and the private market' 

* 

Y 

8 Urban lnstiiute Prisoner Reentry Research Potffolio 

, . , , , , , . . . , , . . , .  . . . .. . . . . . , . ., , . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . . . .  .. . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . , . . 



A - 7  

However, most of these options are cxtremely limited and oRen unavailable to formerly 
incarcerated people.'" A %ode Island fmus group of service providers and fonner prisoners 
overwhelmingty agreed that the shortage of affordable and available housing is an enormous 
problem for returning prisoners." 

Practitioners and researchers agree that there are few evidence-based reentty housing 
programs that target returning prisoners with mental ilfness. Thousands of persons with 
mental illness exit prisons and jails each year, and research has found that adequate housing 
for this population can enhance their ability to become self-sufficient and avoid future justice 
system contact However, few programs provide housing for releasees with mental health 
problems, and there is no body of compelling evidence regarding the most effective 
components of such housing programs." 

0 

' Steplien MeVdU and D e M i s  P. Culhane, "Homeless Shelter Uso and Reinoaroerztion FollowUinp PFisoii Releare: Assessing the 
RisV CriminoroSy ondP&lic Poky3 (2004): 201-22. 
Christy Visher. Nancy G. La Vipe,  and Jeremy Travis, R m n i n g  Hrwne: Vndemmndhg the ClmNcnges of Prisoner Reenrv 

f,UwlandPilotStady: Findingsfrdni Ballimore) (Washingron. DC: The Urban ktiiute, 20031; Nancy 0. La Vipr, Chtisly 
Visher, and Jennifer Carno. W m g o  Prisoners' Erperiemes Relurning Home (Washington, DC: The Uiban Institute, 2004); 
Nancs G.  La V i m  and Vera Kllchnowski. Texm Prisonus' Refledionr on Recurnine Home (U'asbineton. DC: The Urban 

. 
Urbm Inr(iNle, 2004). 
Io bid. 
"Nancy G. Fa V i $  and 9unueI J. Wolf, wilh Jesse l m e u a ,  To- of Experfence: licm Crmrp P i d i n p  on Prisoner Reenq 
in ihe SI& of Rhude Island (W&ington DC: The U&m Institute, 2004). '' Calerins G. Roman, Elizabcrh C. McBride. and Jenny &borne, PrtncipreF ond Praclice in Homifigfor Persum wicb Mcnral 
lllnecs Flro Have HadConloci with rhe Jwcim *rim. 
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Improving Prisoner Reentry Through Strategic Policy Innovations 

Summary 
An cstimated 640,000. inmates will be released @om stale prisons in 2005.' Within three years, 67 percent 
of these'individuals will be rearrested, and over halfwill r e m  to prison. Given the tremendous investment 
that states are m8king-an estimated $40.7 billion in corntiow cost alone in 2004*- policymakers 
should be concerned about whether or not they are getting the most return for their investment in terms of 
public safety. 

Governors and othcr state policymakers have the opportunity to improve public safety-md potentially 
reduce corrections coscs--by improving the process by which individuals exit prison and &enter society. 
Research shows that returning prisoners who have access to key supports and services on release commit 
fewer crimes, maintain employment, and show improved outcomes for health, income, and a broad range 
of other indicators. Conversely, former prisoners with few supports and services are more likely to 
continue to commit crimes. 

There are a number of initial steps that governors and other state policymakers can take to improve the 
reentry process. These include: 

Raising the profile of prisoner reentry as a public safety issue and not solely a corrections issue. 

* Improving the decision making processes by which individuals are sent to prisoa . Improving bow prisoners are prepared in prison for release. 

* lmprovingthe process hy which prisoners exit prisons so that key supports and services are in place 
during the initial transition. 

Developing reentry initiatives that build on key social relationships-such as fafnily, friends, and the 
faith community-md improve access to other community-bascd supports and services. 

Targvting and supporting high-risk communities to which the majority of prisoners return. 

- 
e 

This Issue Brie/describes prisoner reentry issues and challenges and suggests strategies that governors and 
.other state policym&ers can use to initiate long-term improvements? Its findings build on the work of 
NGA's Prisoner Reentry Policy Academy and.the Council of State Governments' (CSC) Reporf offhe Re- 
&try Policy counci[? 
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Why is Reentry SO Important to States? 
States should be concerned about prisoner reentry for three main reasons: the growing prison population 
and nnmbers of returning offenders; the impact of returning prisoners on crime rates; and the rising cost of 
corrections. 

More individuds fhnn ever w e  in p h o n  and 1envingprLron 
Prisoner reenby will romain a long-term issue as unprecedented unmbers of individuals are sent to and 
released from prison. At midyear 2004, over 1.3 million prisoners were under the jurisdiction of state 
correctional authorities, a 46 percent increase b m  1994 IeveIs? Between2003 and 2004, states added 
nearly 25,000 prisoners to their rolls;6 The 20-year trend reveals B 215 percent increase between 1984 and 
2004. Prison overcrowding also continues to be an issue BS most states' prison systems are at, beyond, or 
near capacity. In 2003.22 states reported being at or above highest capacity and 20 more reported being at 
or above 90 percent of their higliest capacity. 

Along with this growth in prison papulation is a corresponding rise in the number ofindividuals being 
released @om prison each year. This is not surprising considering that over 95 percent of all prisoners 
eventually will be released. In 2005, an estimated 640,000 individuals will be released &om state prison-a 
37 percent growth from 1995: figure I shows the 25-year trend for number of release$ &om state prisons.8 

!ii$ ,.,. 
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Figure 1. Number of Releases From State Prisons, 1980-2005 
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Recently released offenders commit a significant number of crimes. An estimated 67 percent 
of released offenders will be repnested for a new offense within three years of release-84 
percent of them for a felony and 16 percent for a serious misdemeanor? About 35 percent of all 
felony arrestees were under some-type of correctional supervision, such as parole or probation, at 
the time of arrest." Figure 2 shows the most recent data available on recidivism rates among 
returning offenders. Although these data are somewhat dated, they show that despite significant 
investments in corrections, reducing recidivism rates and improving other outcomes remains a 
major issue for states. 
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Figure 2. Percent of released prisoners rearrested within 3 
years of release, by offense, 1983 and 1994“ 

Corrections costs are large anillgrowing 
Since 1982, sa te  spending on corrections has grown by 538 percent, representing an average annual 
growth of 9.9 percent’* According to the National Association of State Budget Officers’ (NASBO) 2003 
Srute Expendimre Repoepon, states spent $39.4 billion on corrections in 2003 and an estimated $40.7 billion 
in 2004.” According to NASBO, “Pressure to control (co~~eetions) expcndihurs is expected to persist as 
states continue to deal with strncrural budget problems, pent-up demands, and p w i n g  state prison 
populations.”“ Compounding the cost of growing prison populations is the increasing length ofprison 
sentences, which result in a growing number of older prisoners who require more costly health care. In 
fact, health care is fast becoming a major cost driver for correction systems. 

It’s All Connected: Impacts of Prisoner Reentry 
The churning of large numbers of individuals in and out of prisons not only affects the prisoners 
themselves, but also has a mmendous impact on f d I i e s  and children, public service systems, and 
communities. 

Impad on famiiies and children 
About 46 percent of prisoners reported living with their children before they were incarcerated. This 
mnslates into about half of male and two-thirds of female prisoners having children with whom they will 
want to reconnect aBer their release. Nationwide, about I .S million minor children and 336,300 households 
have a parent who is incarcerated. Although in some instances-such as an abusive or violent Iiving 
sinratio-family reunification may not be desirable, in most cases returning prisonen and their children 
want to become reconnected. Providing supportive services to families during 

the transition from prison is essentid to ensure the well-being and safety of family members, as well as the 
returning individual. The 10 percent ofmothen and 2 percent of &them who report having a child in foster 
care during theii incarceration will need even more intensive and specialized services.’5 
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Impact on puhlic service systems 
Returning prisoners me large consumers of public services. For example, 80 percent have substance abuse 
issues, 16 percent have mental illness, and disproportionately high numbers have chronic diseases (e.g.. 
tuberculosis, hepatitis C, and HIV/.&LIDS)>~ Many are also homeless, unemployed, and unskilled. These 
'individuals typically do not have adequate support networks or health insurance and will turn to publie 
service providers for assistance. Without adequate access to continued treatment, those rehrrning prisoners 
with communicable diseases or mental illness pose a potential health and safety threat to the public. 

Impact on communities 
Kelurning prisoners.typically are concentrated in specific communities. Nationally, five states account for 
nearly half ofall releases and 16 states for three-quarters. Within these states, most released prisoners 
return to just a few neighborhoods. For example, in Maryland, 59 percent ofprisoners in the entire state 
return to Baltimore, and most ofthese return to a handful of poor neighborhoods. In some neighborhoods 
in BrooMyn, New York, one in'eight'men are sent to prison each year. Such high concentrations place 
additional demands on communities where resources and services already are scarce. 

Challenges to Improving Prisoner Reentry 
Improving prisoner reentry requires coordinated and often intensive services and supervision. However, 
developing effective strategies is challenging for a number of reasons including the high risks and high 
needs of the returning prisoner population; systemic barriers to public services; uncoordinated service 
systems; an overburdened parole system; and a limited range of sanctions and revocation policies. 

Riskfactors ofreturning ojfenders 
Returning offenders confront a range of personal issues that place them at a significantly greater risk than 
the overall population for having a serious mental illness, having a chronic illness, being homeless, or 
being unemploycd These risk factors not only compromise the chances ofattaining successful outcomes, 
but unless adequately addressed, may also increase the likelihood that these individuals will commit more 
crimes. 

Risk factors include the following: 
9 

0 

Substance abuse: Eighty percenl of returning offenders have a history of substance abuse. 

Mental illness: Sixteen percent of returning offenders are diagnosed with a mental illness. Prisoners azv 
two to four times more likely than the general population to be schizophrenic, depressed, bipolar, or 
suffering from post-traumatic sbess disorder. Ofteens in juvenile detention centers, nearly 66 percent 
of boys and 75 percent of girls have at least one psychiatric disorder. In addition, 73 percent of 
mentally ill inmates suffer from a co-occuning substance abuse disorder. 

ChroNc disease: Twenty-five percent ofthe U.S. population currently Iiving with HIV or A I D S  was 
released from prison within the mt year. Overall, 2 percent to 3 perccnt of the prison population has 
HIV or AIDS. The rate of state prisoners testing positive for zw is 5-7 times greater than in the 
genml population. In addition, 18 percent of retmning offenders have hepstitis C. The rate of 
prisoners infected with hepatitis C is 9 to 10 times higher than that of the general publie. Seven percent 
of returning offenders have tuberculosis. 

* 
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e Lack of education: Roughly half of returning offenders are functionally illiterate, and 70 percent are 
high school dropouts. 

High unemployment Employmenl is cikd as an effective strategy for helping returning prisoners 
succeed, but most returning prisoners do not have jobs before being released and fare poorly in the 
labor market. For example, a study of California parolees found that only 2 I percent had kll-time jobs 
and 70 percent were unemployed. Another study found that employment rates among young men who 
.had been incarcerated were 20 percent to 25 percent lower than those of their peers who had not Other 
studies show a 50 percent reduction in job offers for individuals with cr‘minal records and a 64 percent 
decrease for African-Americans with criminal 

* . Homelessness: Many returning offenders formerly were or will become homeless. At least 10 percent 
of returning prisoners are homeless both before and after incarceration. The rate is twice that-20 
pewnt-for those with mental illness. According to one study, for those prisoners returning to major 
citics, the rates are substantially higher-30 to 50 percent. A study of the New York prison system 
found that 1 I percent of released prisoners entered a homeless shelter within two years of release. 

Systemic and regal barriers to public serviced’ 
A number of challenges make it diflicult for returning prisoners to gain access to public benefits or 
services tiat might assist in their trawition hack into the community. They include the following: 

Bans to public assistance. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
includes a Gfetime ban on eligibility for food stamps and cash benefits under the Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families (TANF) program for anyone convicad of a drug-related felony. The law also prohibits 
states from providing TANF assistance, food stamps, supplemental security income @SI), and public 
housing to anyone in violation of parole or probation. This ban is irrespective of whether or not an 
individual has completed his or her sentence, been employed and was laid of$ or earned a “certificate of 
rehabilitation.” States have the option of passing legislation to limit the ban or eliminate it altogether, but 
most states restrict at least some people with drug felony convictions from eligibility for federally funded 
public assistance.and food stamps. 

There are also often long delays in processing applications for benefits for muming prisoners. These 
delays are Ggnificant because returning prisohers are at the highest risk for committing new crimes 
immediately following their release. 

Public housing restrictions and limided transitional housing Returning prisoner$ often are ineligible for 
.public housing. These restrictions also extend to Iiving witb family members in public housing. While 
there is limited evidence demonshating the link between homelessness and criminal behavior, there are 
indications that remining prisoners with more stable housing may be less likely to be rearrested and 
reincarcerakd. Compoundingthese issues is the fact that transitional housing for returning offenders is also 
exuemely limited. 

Difficulq obtaining state-issued identification. Many prisoners are released without state-issued 
identification or the documentation (e.g., a birth certificate or social security card) that would allow them 
to obtain stahissued identification. Futthermore, many state departments of motor vehicles do not accept 
prison ,documents as proof of identification. Without proper forms of identification, retnming prisoners 
may not be able to apply forjobs, benefis, or housing. 
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Uncoordinaied service systems 
Because of their multiple needs, many returning prisoners receive services through a number of public 
agencies simultaneously without appropriate coordination For example, an individual’s parole 
requirments may not be coordinated with their mental health or substance treatment needs making it 
difficult for them to Iiillill the conditions of their parole while undergoing treatment A more coordinated 
response of post-release supervision and services is needed to effectively address the multiple needs of 
offenders. 

Overburdened paroh sysIem 
About 80 .percent of all returning prisoners are released to some form o f  parole ~upervision.’~ However, a 
recent study shows thai the parole systm,is overburdened and.that p&ole-especially mandatory parolc- 
did little to reduce the rearrest rates of returning prisoners.2D In its report, the Urban Institute raises a 
number of issues related to the role and function of parole. For example: 
* Parole officers manage, on average, a caseload of 70 parolees and typically only meet with parolees for 

ahout 15 rninutes once or twice a month. This raises the question, does this constitute supervision? 

Parole officers often are located far Eom the neighborhoods where the individuals in their caseloads 
reside. Without knowledge OF whore parolees are living, paroIe officers are in less of a position to 
assist and sanction parolees. 

Responses to parole violations oRen are inconsistent and inappropriate for the seriouSness of the 
infraction. Without consistent and intemcdiate responses to violations, the deterrent effect of 
supervision is greatly reduced. 

Parole has markedly shifted toward surveillance as its core function and away from asocial support- 
type service. Research, however, shows that a “mix of appropriate treatment and surveillance is needed 
to positively affect offender behavior.” 

- 

Lack of a range of alfernafive sentencing optiom andsan@ions 
A final challenge confronting states is the lack of a mnge of graduated and intermediate sentencing options 
for individuals who are charged with new offenses or fail to meet the conditions of their parole, Without 
such a rang$ states lack the discretion to work with offenders in the most appropriate (and lcast costly) 
settings based ou risk factors and oEfense history. In other words, withoutoptions.such & halfway houses 
and treatment beds, reincarceration may be the state’s only response tn violations of release conditions. 

Crucial First Steps To Improving Prisoner Reentry 
Governors and other state policymakers can use a number of strategies to hegin to address some of these 
challenges to improving prisoner reentry. 

Raise ;he profile ofpdsoner reenNy as a public safety icsue andnor solely a correaions issac, 
Given the impact of prisoner reentry on so many dimensions of society and public service systcms, 
‘implementing successIiil strategies will require cross-agency coordinatioh and public wilt. For too long 
?ee& has been viewed mainly as a corrections issue. In fact, its impact and solutions are much broader 
.than what correction agencies are capable of adequately addressing alone. 
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Governors are uniquely situated to gamer the necessary suppolt and buy-in by emphasizing the public 
safely aspecl~ of successful reentry. In particular, there are four ways that governors can implement and 
promote this type of awareness. 

Crenfe an interagency governance structure. Governors can create a state-level, interdisciplinary 
prisoner reentry policy committee to identify barriers to successful reentry and develop and implement 
strategies that improve coordination across both state and local agencies. For example, Rhode Island 
Governor Donald Carcieri signed an executive order creating the Governor's Reentry Steering Committee 
for Released Inmates. Comprised of cabinet-level officials, thii committee aims to develop ways to help 
former inmates successfully transition into Rhode Island communities, with an emphasis on reducing 
recidivism mtcs. The committee provides policy &stion, helps coordinate statewide reentry programs, 
and focuses on improving policies or practices that are unnecessary obstacles to succcssful reentry. 

identify overlapping services and populations as  they relate to prisoner reentry. Demonsrrating the 
interrelation of public service systems wU.l help to gain buy-io from agency officials, especially as they 
recognize the shared populations they setve. Many agency officials already recognize this overlap, but by 
using data that clearly demomirates the relationship between populations, governors can make successfU 
prisoner reentry a priority for noncriminal justice or corrections agencies. IdentifLing overlapping 
populations also assists in developing cross-training programs among agencies. Recognizing these shared 
populations, Idaho bas establiihed at least six memoranda of understanding (MOAS) to improve the 
coordination of services for current inmates. For example, the Department o f  Corrections and the 
Department of Vocational Rehabilitation have established an MOA that places counselors in the prison 
system to qualify eligible offenders prior to release. The Department of Corrections Bnd Boise State 
University have established an MOA that plaoes an education connselor in the institution. The Departments 
of Corrections and Health and Welfare have established an MOA so that substance abuse treatment 
services for relurning prisoners can be accessed immediately upon release from the institution. 

improve how data and infurmatinn are used for planning and management Mapping where prisoners 
are returning is a powerful way stat= can demonstrate the impact of reenvy on certdn geographic areas 
and across systems. It also is useful for developing strategic plans and allocating resourves'hy showing 
concentrations of returning offenders and gaps in capacity and ser+ices. States including Idaho, Illinois, 
Georgia, Massachusetts,.Michigan, New Jersey, Virginia, and Rhode Island have used t&ii type of mapping 
to aid in their strategic planning;" States are also beginning to improve the s h a h g  of information across 
criminal justice and noncriminal justice agencies to improve reentry collaboration. 

IdentiCy and invofve key constituents involved in prisoner reentry. To help develop buy-in for reentry 
initiatives, states should reach out to key constituent groups including lo& law enforcement, victims' 
groups, legislators and o h r  policymaken, and the media. For example, Virginiahas included legislative 
staff members from appropriations comrnittees on their state prisoner-reentry policy t e h .  Similarly, 
Michigan's reentry committee meetings include victims' advocates, local law enforcement kom acmss the 
state, and members of the press. SuFport from such groups can be essential to the success of a state's 
initiative, especially if there is a high-proiile crime committed by a former prisoner. 

Improve the deciswn muking processes by which individunls w e  sent fo prison. 
.Part of the challenge confronting states in improving prisoner reentry is the sheer number of individuals in 
prison, most of whom evetktually will ba released. By addressing "front end'.issues-who is sent to 
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p r i s o n 4  the context of an overall prisoner reentry strategy, states have the opportunity to reduce prison 
populations and expand effective-and less costly-treatment opiims. There are three areas to consider. 

Expand the use of treatment and community-based sanctions. A number of states have expanded the 
use of community-based treatment options for certain offenders. For example, Arizona, California, Kansas, 
and Nebraska each have adopted sentencing policies to divert first-time, nonviolent drug offenders into 
treatment and have realized significant cost savings as a result. States can build on such strategies as a 
component of an ovemll reentry framework, using these states as potential models. 

Improve parole revocation policies. For many states, prison growth is being driven by the reincarceration 
of parole violators for technical offenses such as failing a drug test or missing an appointment. For 
example, over 60 percent of prison admissions in California are technical parole violators. Recognizing the 
impact of reincanerating large numbers of technical parole violators, stata such as Michigan have made 
great strides in improving parole revocation policies and practices. In fact, Michigan successfully avoided 
projected major prison overcrowding without building new prisons by amending its revocation policies and 
expanding its use of community-based sanctions. 

Examine the role and responsibilities of parole and probation offrcers in supporting prisoner 
reentry, Questions have been mised about the efficacy of parole. Of particular concern is the movement 
toward surveillance as parole's core function and away from social support. This presents a difficult policy 
issue as to the function of parole and probation in supporting the goals of reentry, especially as they relate 
to ensuring linkages to key support services. These issues are also compounded by the fact that many 
parote and probation functions are oRen locally controlled. However, it is encouraging to note that states 
such as Georgia, Massachusetts and New Jersey have included parole board chairs and members as active 
participants of their states' reentry policy teams. 

Improve how prisoners are prepared in prison for rdeasa 
Ninety-five percent of all prisoners will eventually be released. Without sacrificing the ultimate goal of 
improved public safety, preparing prisoners to reenter society needs to bc amajor focus of what occurs in 
prison. While corrections agencies may not be in a position to address the multitude of issues confronting 
prisoners, they can take a number of steps to improve what happens in prison to prepare prisoners for 
release. These steps include the following. 

Begin reentry planning on intake What takes place immediately on admission to a correctional facility 
has an impact on how, when, and what kind of services are delivered before, during, and after reentry. 
information about a Individual's risk, needs, and strengths in a variety of areas should be gathered at 
admission-and reassessed throughout supervision. This information lays the foundation for all  the 
program, services, and decisions that follow!* 

Use validated needs and risk assessment tools Virtually all states use some form of needs and risk 
assessment tools. These tools are essential in identifying and managing high-risk inmates and creating 
service plans for all inmatw across a spectrum of  issues, including substance abuse, mentai health, and 
education. Although use of these tools has improved, states need to ensure that they are research-based and 
validated for the target population. 

Improve access and involvement of local service providers and faith-based organizations Local 
service providers and faith-based organitations can play a key role in assisting prisoners in transitioning 
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from prison and by providing counseling services, life skills training, transitional jobs, and other programs 
and services. For that reason, their participation in post-release planning as early and consistently as 
possible is essential. However, access or "in reach" into prisons for these organizations often is diflieult. 
To encourage the involvement ofsuch supportivc Organizations, states need to improve the processes for 
allowing such groups access to institutions and participation in post-release service planning. Fur example, 
Massachusetts's Womcn in Transition (WIT) program, specifically available to women offenders, offers a 
wide range of programs inside the facility that are modeled after what is offered in the community. 
Programs focus specifically on domestic violence, parenting family issues, healthy relationships, medical 
and women's health issues, substance abuse, sexual abuse, and food and nutrition. Through the program 
Mors from local community colkges work an offender while incarcerated and help them rransition to 
educational services in the community. WIT has also fostered relationships with North Shore Community 
College.and Northern &sex Community College and offers GED education and scholarships to inmates. 

Improve Ihe process by which prisoners exit prison 
Planning and prepardon for reenay-if it occurs at all-typically does not occur untii the last few weeks 
or months of an individual's incarcerati~n." States nccd to improve the steps leading up to and the process 
by which prisoners exit prisons. This includes improving how release decisions are made; improving when 
and how prisoners are released from institutions; ensuring that prisoners havc a transition plan; ensuring 
that eligible relming prisoners have applied for or have swured public benefits prior to exiting a facility; 
and ensuring that returning prisoners have proper identification upon release. To improve the process by 
which prisoners arc prepared for release states can take the following steps. 

Improve how release decisions are made. There are significant differences across staw in how release 
decisions are made. However, according the Reentry Policy Council, "decisionmakers need information 
about the progress, risks, needs, and strengths of each recntcring individual. Such information should guide 
decisions even when there will be no period of supervised release after incarceration, and therefore no 
enforceable conditions of release.''2' Currently, most releases occur automatically and do not necessarily 
result fmm individualized assessments. Twenly-five years ago, most prisoners (65'perccnt) were released 
after a parole board considered a prisoner to be.rebabilitated or had sufficient linkages with the community 
(e.g., a job, family, and housing). Today, only 24 percent of prisoners are released through a discretionary 
process. The remaining 76 percent are released under a predetermined mechanism-mandatory release, 
split sentence, or unconditional rcleive?' States nced to use validated risk-assessment tools and analysis of 
an individual's criminal history an& behavior in an institution in assessing the risk of certain individuals 
and in developing an effective. transition plan that maximizes public safety. 

Improve bow and when prisoners are released from institutions. How and when a prisoner is released . 

from a correctional facility can affect that individual's chances of success, eipecially because the greatest 
risk for recidivism rates is immediately upon release. Currently, most prisoners are releasod with liffle 
more than a bus ticket and some spending money? Repostedly, some have been dropped off in high-crime' 
high drug trafficking areas late at night or in the early morning hours. States can take logistical steps to 
help ensure a smooth bansition outof a Facility, such as requiring correction agencies to advise 
community-based parmen about upcoming release dates and refeasing prisoners during hours when 
supportive services are available. For example, in Massachusetts, whether individuals are released on 
parole.or not, the state will transport prisoners to the parole offices and release them from there. 

' 
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Eosnre that rchtrning prisoners have a detailed and specific transition plan. Good transition plans 
ensure that the frst  hours and days immediately following releasethe most critical time period-are 
stiuchmd to facilitate a smouth reentry. Most returning prisoners have some type of post-prison 
supervision plan, but a detailed and specific plan is an essential element for successful reentry. A good 
exampleis Michigan’s transition accountability plan(TAP). A core element of Michigan’s reentry 
initiative, the TAP i s  prepared for each inmate beginning with the intake into the facilily, kith the goal o f  
ensuring a seamless system of services for the offender for a successfiil transition. For example, a TAP 
might include specific referrals to employment, housing, or health service providers, as well as post-release 
supervision requirements, 

Ensure that eligible returning prisoners have applied for or secured public benefits, especially health 
benefits, before exiting prison. According to the Council of State Government’s Reentry Policy Council 
Report, “Given the broad amy of benefits for which a person teaving prison may be eligible, the 
complexity of that application process, and the need for benefits to start (or re-start) as soon as possible 
,after release, the tmnsition team should prepare the inmate for the benefits application process prior to his 
or her return to the community.”27 Transition teams also shonld think broadly about all possible benefits 
including SSI, Social Security Disability insurance (SSDI), Medicaid, Medicare, veterans’ benefits, TAW, 
and ednmtional benefits undcr the Workforce Investment Act (W1A)F8 

Ensnie that released individuals have proper identiticatinn Without proper identification, returning 
prisoners may be unable to seCm employment or housing, or apply for benefits. Coordination between 
state corrections and other identification-granting agencies would help returning prisoners obtain proper 
documents more quickly. Two states-Illinois and M o n t a n d a v e  laws requiring the department of motor 
vehicles to exchange department of corrections-issued identification for state-issued identification. 
Similarly, Louisiana’s Office of Motor Vehicles is piloting a program at sevcml correctional facilities to 
make state identification cards and license renewals made onsite for inmates befom their release?’ 

Notify victims. For victims, timely notification of an offender’s release &e is extremely important in 
helping them pmpare emotionally, take any measures they deem fit for their own safety, or exercise any 
other legal rights they may have, such as attending parole hearings. Corrections oficials should create a 
systemwide policy establishing how and when information shonld be communicated to victims. For 
example, the individuals or teams responsible for reentry planning might notify victims of sclleduled 
releases in,person, usingtrained personnel who understand victims’ issues and can make approptiate 
referrals to therapists, counselors, and other 

Develop.reenIy inilkfives fhal build on keysocial relaIionships and improve access to communi@-based 
supporfs and services. 
Returning prisoners need the support of communities, families, and public service systems to succeed. 
States can facilitate their transition back into the community by better coordinating services across 
systems, focusing on transltional suppo!ports, and building on key supportive relationships. In particular, 

. . states can help rehming prisoners develop an effective social snpport system by focusing on the following 

Develop a more open and integrated case management approach. Given thc multi-dimensional issues 
confronting returning prisoners, transition plans that integrate services at both the state and community 
levels,aix most Iikely to support the goals of successfil reentry. For example, to improve the 

areas. 
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interdisciplinary coordination of services for returning prisoners, Michigan's Departments of Corrections, 
Labor and Ecanomic Growth, Community Health, and Family Independence Agency, teamed up to 
develop an intepted approach to prisoner reentry. The goal of Michigan's approach is to implement a 
seamless system of services for offenders, heginning at the time of entry to prison and continuing through 
their transition to communities. 

Ohio's Reentry Management Teams take another approach that brings together representatives from up to  
seven program a r ea  to provide prisoners with treatment or services to assist in developing and 
implementing a multi-disciplinary plan. Thcse program areas inelude: employment and education; 
substance abuse; community functioning; attitude; family/marital/personal relationships; personal and 
emotional; and associates. Otiier states, such as Missouri and mode  Island, have developed similar 
approaches. 

Help returning prisoners find jobs and ancillary supports. Most retunting prisoners a n  released 
without a job. Various estimates show that only 14 percent to 50 percent of returning prisoners have 
secured a job prior to release?' Job placement and other intermediary organizations can play a pivotal role 
in helping returning prisoners find transitional and permanent employment, For example, the Center of for 
.Employment Opportunily (CEO) in New York City places returning prisoners in temporary employment 
while they seek permanent jobs. Similarly, the Safer Foundation in Chicago works with returning prisoners 
to improve the likelihood that they will secure and maintain a job by providing pre-employment training 
and then maintaining oontaot with both the client and the employer for one year after placement to resolve 
any issues that may arise to lhreaten continued employment?' 

It is important tonote that although a job is an important element ofa successful reentry strategy, 
employment needs to be'considered in context with other issues, including mental health, housing, and 
substance abuse. Securing a job may not necessarily he the top priority for each returning prisoner. 

Provide a continuum of care. for prisoners with high-need health, ineutal health, and substinee ahuse 
issues. Returning prisoners with chronic and communicable diseases, mental illness, and substance abuse 
problems need long-tern camstrategies in place prior to release. Without an effective continuum of care, 
treatment gains realized in prison could be lost and other complications could arisc; For example, 
individuals on anti-retroviral treatment for HIV who fail lo adhere to treatment regimens may develop 
drug-resistant viml strains and become more contagious." There are similar health complicarions for 
individuals being treated for TB who inlempt their treatment. Individuals with substancc abuse and mental 
health issues also coneont challenges when treatment is intermpted. 

Some programs demonstrate that parole and probation officers can play a key role in supporting and 
enforcing a continuum of care. For example,  ai^ outreach program for TB patients who were released from 
New York City's Rikers Island showed a dramatic increase in participation En community-based 

treatment-increasing from 20 percent to 92 percent-when small incentives were used to get returning 
prisonen to treatment..Other s'unilar-studies demonstrate the effectiveness of community supervision in 
keeping people in treatment for tbe crucial fust 90 days after release?4 

Adopt strategies that leverage and build on family and other supportive relationship and social 
networks. The release o f  an individual will most likely directly affect-family members and other close 
acquaintances. In fact, according to one study, 71 percent of prisoners expect to live with their families on 
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release?s However, family members are often not notified of or prepared for an individual‘s release. 
Strategies that prepare and build on the strengths of family relationships show great promise in improving 
outcornes for retuming prisoners and their families. For example, a study of La Bodega de Familia, a 
family-support reentry program in New York City serving parolees with substance abuse problems, found 
‘that for families participating in the program, substance abuse and re-akst  rates among returning prisoners 
were significantly reduced and family well-bcing improved. The success of the program has been 
adbuted to the combmation of info’wal pressure, motivation, and encouragement of family members as 
weit as program staff.” 

Tar@? nndsupprI high-risk conununillrs Io which the mojOritY ofprisonen reIurn. 
Because the majority of prisoners return to a relatively small number of communities, stales should 
devolop strategies tailored to meet the needs of these highly impacted areas. As they help returning 
prisoners to connect with local employment, health, and social services, states need to w e t  program 
resources to those communities where. the greatest number of prisoners live and develop innovative 
partnerships to address local issues more comprehensively. 

Form tom1 partnerships. Partnerships ,between stste agencies and local areas are essential to supporting 
highly impacted communities and form the core of the U.S. Department OfJustice’s Federal Serious and 
Violent Offender Reentry hitiative (SVORI). Through SVORI, state agencies-typically corrections 
departments-have established partnerships with key community agencies with the goal of forming new 
and innovative strategies. For example, through their SVORI grant, the Indiana Department of Corrections 
formed a strategic pmership with Fort Wayire, Indiana. Through this partnership, Fort Wayne established 
and operates a local reentry court that coordinates with the IndianaDeparIment of Corrections and imposes 
a reintegralion plan for returning offenden. In addition to offering a range of support services, including 
GED classes, substance abuse services, family counseling, employment services, and a Wmsifional job 
program, Fort Wayne’s reentry court also is responsible for imposing graduated sanctions and providing 
rewards for individuals under community supervision. 

Encourage the development of supportive and transitional housing for returning offenders. 
Homelessness is prevalent among retuning prisoners. In fact, in describing their prison system, one state 
secretary of corrections said that they aTe “operating the largest homeless shelter in the sbte.“ Without 
stable housing, any chance for a successfuI reintegration is seriously compromisd, but the supply of 
transitional andsupponive housing for returning prisoners is extremely Limited This is pruticularly 
prksing for communities with high numbers of returning prisoners. 

A number of states are working with local communities to increase the housing options available for 
returning prisoners. Thin includes directly funding local service pmviders, developing “reentry housing” 
for high-need individuals, and providing incentives for the private and nonprofit sectors to develop housing 
.options for retuming prisoners. For example, the Illinois State Department of Corrections directly funds St 
Leonard’s Ministries, a local housing and social service provider. By paying St Leonard‘s just under what 
.it costs the d e m e n t  to supervise aparolee, the department provides houshg and social services for 
parolees. The Women’s Prison Association in New York City receives state, local, and federal funds to 
provide lmnsi.tiona1 housing for women and tbeir children as well as a range.of other socid.services, 
including health and mental health care, family reunification assistance, and employment services. 
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Engage local law enforcement. Locd law enforcement can play a0 important role in the reentry process 
h u g h  both supervision and support For example, Lowell Massacltusetts Police Department's Reentry 
Initiative is designed to provide support to and to improve the surveillance of  returning priioners. Through 
the program, the Massachusetts Department of Corrections notifies the Lowell Police Department prior to a 
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local inmate's release. A police officer then meets with the inmate while still in prison to both offer a range 
of support services available through their program and inform the inmate that the deparhnent is aware of 
the upcoming release and will be informally monitoring his or her conduct in the community. 

Conclusion: Changing Corrections Culiure to Focus on Reentry 
The goal of successful prisoner reentry is improved pubiic safety. However, improving prisoner reentry 
will require a culture shiR in corrections and criminal justice philosophy that empbasizcs the reentry 
process and nut only containment and control. Such a shiR will require a holistic approach that balances 
public safety with the needs of former prisoners and balances what happens in prison with the goal of 
suo~essfully reentry. At a minimum, such a shiff will require coordination among corrections, public 
safety, workforce, health, mental health, welfare, child welfare, and education systems at state and local 
levels. 

Governors are in a position to lead this change and make prisoner reentry a priority acmss key agencies. 
Given the sheer umber of individuals in and returning from prison, given how inextricably linked these 
individuals are to families and communities, given the impact that these individuals will have on public 

heal& welfare, housing, and workforce systcms, and given the alternatives to doing nothing-continued 
grow& in corrections budgets and continued high rearrest rates among returning prisoners-snccessful 
prisoner reentry needs to be a shared goal for all public agencies. 
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identie policy recommendations to improve the likelihood of successful recnhy for people leaving 
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activities, supportive health and housing, and workforce development and employment opportunities. 
This Issue Brief builds on many of the recommendations from thc final report of the RPG. Read CSG's 
Report of The Reentrv Policv Council. 

Bureau of Justice Statistics, Prison andfail Inmates at Midyear 2004 (Washington, D C  Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, 2005). 

flureau of Justice Statistics, Prisoners in 2003 (Washington, D C  Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004). 

Total Senlcnced Prisoners Released From State or Federal Jurisdiction, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
National Prisoner Statistia data series WS- 1). 

Bureau of Justice Statistics, Total Sentenced Prisoners Released From State or Federal Jurisdiction, 
National Prisoner Statistics data series ("S-I) and Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2004 
(Washington, DC: Bureau o f  Justice Statistics, 2005). 

Bweau of Justice Statistics, Recidivism of Prisoner Released in 1994 (Washington, D C  Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, 2002.) 

Gerard Rainviile and Brian Reaves, Felony Defendants in Large Urban Counties,ZOOO, .(Washington, 
D C  Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2003) 8. It should be noted that the 35 percent cited here is a 
conservative figure for crime rates. it excludes rwently released prisoners not under supervision and 
reflects arrests only. 

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, Recidivism of Prisoner Released in f994, June 2002. Washington: 
DC. 

Bureau of Justice Statistics, Justice Expenditure and Employment in the United States, 2001 
(Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics;2004). 

This figure does not reflect other niminal justice costs (e.g., police, parole, probation, etc.) 

National Association of State Budget Officers, 2003 State Expenditure ReporC (Washington, D C  
National Association of State Budget Officers, 2004) 56. 

Christopher Mumola, Incmcerated Parents and Their Children (Washington, D C  Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, 2000). 

Caterina Gouvis Roman and Jeremy Travis, Takfng Stock: Housing. HomeIessness; and Prisoner 
Reentry (Washington, D C  The Urban Institute, 2004). 

Amy-Solomon, Kelly Johnson, Jeremy Travis, and Elizabeth McBride, From Prison to Work: The 
Emproyment Dimensions Of Prisoner Reentry (Washington; L E  The Urban Institute, 2004) 39. 

' 

, . . .. .. . . . , .  ., , , . . , ... . .. ...I ,;. . . .  . . . . . , . . . . , , , .  . .. . . , . .. . . , .  ., ,:. . .  . . , , . . . . . . .,: .. . .  . .  ~ , .  



- 91 

Page 15, lmpmviog Prisoner Reentry Throvgh Stmtegir Policy lonovaaions 

’* For more information on barriers to public services, the Legal Action Center’s A@ Prison: 
Raadblockr to Reenhy provides a state-by-state examination of the legal barriers that individuals with 
criminal records face in each state. Available online at: cwww.lac.oteiroadblocks.html>. 

Amy Solomon, Vera Kachnowski, and Avinash Bhati, Does Parole Work: Analyzing the Impact of 
Postprison Supervision on Reurrest Outcomes (Washington, D C  The Urban institute, ZOOS) 1. 

Ibid. 

To view these maps visit NGA’s prisoner reentry Web page at 
<h~://~w.naa.orP./cen~er/divisions/t.l188.C ISSUE BRIEFAD 771 1 .OO.lmnl>. 

Report of the Reenhy Policy Council, 1’10. 

23 Report of the Reentry Policy Council, 255. 
” Ibid. 229. 

Ibid. 231 

Jeremy Travis, Amy Solomon, and Michelle Waul, From Prisons to Home: The Dimensions and 
Consequences ofPrisoner Reenhy (Washington, D C  The Urban Institute, 2001) 19. 

‘7 Report of the Rcenhy Pol iq  Council, 337. 

28 Ibid. 

”* Ibid. 337-338. 

3q Ibid. 320-321 

3’ fbid.384. 
’* 

l9 

’’ 

26 

For more information on CEO and Safer Foundation visit:.Gm://wv.ceoworks.oroh and 
~hnD://saferfoundation.or~~. 

Reporf ofthc Reenhy PolicyCouncil, 371. 33 

34 Ibid. 
35 Nancy G. LaVigne, et ai., A Portrait of Prisoner Reenhy in Mbtyiand (Washington, Dc. The Urbin 

Institute, 2003). 

’6 For more information on La Bodega de la Familia visit: <httD://www.labodeeadelafamilia.ora~. 

. . . . . . : . . ., . . . . . , . , . . .  . . .  . .  . . .  , , ,  , , . . . . , . , . . . ,  .,:.. , , .  . ,  .~ . , , . , , ._ , . , . . . . .  . .  . , . . . . . ., , . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . ..,. . . ,  . . .  . . .  



A - 92 

..< 

. ,  

$? 
,:!:: 

. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . ,  . . . . . .  . . . . .  
. .  


